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Introduction
ThisisanactionresearchstudyonanintroductoryEFLcourseforJapaneseuniversity
students.Themajortargetskilareawasreadingcomprehension,andparticipantsread
English-languageessaysofjournalisticstyle.Thecoursewasbasicalymeaning-focused,and
studentsstrovetounderstandwrittenEnglishandenrichtheirvocabularythroughreading
comprehensionactivities.However,theteacher,whowastheresearcherhimself,arrangedto
integratesomeform-focusedtasksintothetask cyclebecauseopportunitiestoproduce
outputarebelievedtofacilitateL2acquisition(Swain,1985,1993,1995).Theparticipants
engaged in oralclozeand sentence-levelwriting tasks,which can beregarded asan
intermediary between focus-on-form and focus-on-formS treatments.Theseform-focused
taskswerechosen,insteadofacommunicativespeaking task,forthereason thatthe
participantshadchosenthebeginning-levelreadingcourse,notacommunicativespeaking
course.
Thelanguage-enhancementtaskswereadministeredalternativelyatthebeginningand
attheendofaclasssession.Targetlinguisticformswerelexicalphrases:i.e.,multi-word
unitsthatarerememberedandretrievedasunanalyzedwholes(Nattinger,1980;Nattinger
& DeCarrico,1992;Lewis,1993,1997).Theyarealsoknownasformulaicsequences(Wray,
2000,2002:Schmitt&Carter,2004)ormultiple-worditems(Moon,1997).Nativespeakersof
alanguagehavealargestockoflexicalphrasesthatfacilitatetheirfluentandaccurate
deliveryofspeech(Elis,2005;Wray,2002),andtheacquisitionofsuchformulaicphrases
andsentencestructuresislikelytofacilitateL2learners・speechorwriting,aswelastheir
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Abstract
Thisisapseudo-experimentalstudytoevaluatetheeffectsofform-focusedlanguage-
enhancementtasksonJapaneseEFLstudents・acquisitionoflexicalphrases.Participantswere
81 non-major students at a private Japanese university.Oralcloze and sentence-level
compositiontaskswereadministeredalternatelybeforeandafterreadingcomprehensiontasks.
Theresultsoftwo-wayrepeated-measuresANOVAsindicatedthatthetasksfacilitatedthe
participants・acquisitionoflexicalphrasesoverthesemester,butthetimingforadministering
theform-focusedtasks(i.e.,atthebeginning,orattheend,ofaclasssession)didnothave
anyimpactontheiracquisitionoftargetforms.
understandingoforalorwrittenmessages,inthetargetlanguage.Participantsinthis
studywereguidedtolearnseverallexicalphrasesfrom eachtextbookunit.Themajor
researchgoalsaretodetermine:(a)whetherornotthelanguage-enhancementtasksmight
facilitatetheparticipants・acquisitionoflexicalphrasesand(b)whereinthetaskcycleform-
focused taskscan bebestadministered,i.e.,beforeoraftermeaning-focused reading
activities.
TheparticipantswereenroledinaprestigiousJapaneseuniversity,buttheirEnglish
proficiencieswereclassifiedasthebeginninglevel(notbythenationalstandardsbutbythe
university・sstandards)basedontheplacementtestresults.Thereadingmaterialsinthe
maintextbookcoveredsocial,economic,religious,military,andpoliticalissues,andeach
unitcontainedanumberofwordsthatearliergroupsofstudentshadfoundunfamiliar.
Consequently,theacquisitionofsomeofthelexicalitemsparticularlylexicalphraseswas
likelytoposeachalengetotheparticipantsinthisstudy.Ontheotherhand,whereasthey
maynotbestronglymotivatedtolearnEnglishasaforeignlanguage,majoringindifferent
academicsubjects,theirgeneralacademicproficienciesareveryhigh,andtheymayemploy
theirownlearningstrategiesthataredifferent,forexample,from ESLlearnerswhohave
environmental support and have been involved in various communicative activities.
UncoveringtheexactprocessbywhichJapaneseuniversitystudentsacquirewordsand
lexicalphrasesisbeyondthereachandscopeofthisstudy,butthestudyaimstodetermine:
(a)thedegreetowhichform-focusedlanguage-enhancementtasksfacilitatethisparticular
studentgroup・sacquisitionoflexicalphrasesand(b)thebesttimingforadministeringthe
language-enhancementtasksduringaclasssession.
Backgrounds
Form-focusedTreatment
Form-focusedinstructionhasbeendifferentiatedfrom meaning-focusedinstructionin
whichlearnersarenotguidedtoattendtoanygrammaticalruleorlinguisticitem.The
targetunitsforform-focusedlearningcaneitherbethegrammaticalsystem (e.g.,syntactic
rules)orexemplars(e.g.,pronunciations,vocabularyitems,morphologyendings,andlexical
phrases).Themajorassumptionisthattheyareproblematicitemsthatpresentachalenge
tolanguagelearners.
Form-focusedinstruction tendstobedichotomously dividedintofocus-on-form and
focus-on-formS(Long,1991;Doughty& Wiliams,1998),butElis(2001)categorizedform-
focusedinstructionintothreetypes:focus-on-formS,plannedfocus-on-form,andincidental
focus-on-form.Moreover,thereisacontinuum betweenfocus-on-form andfocus-on-formS
becauseanexplicitanddirectpresentationofaphonological,lexical,orsyntacticform can
beintegratedintoacommunicativeorinteractionallanguageactivityordesignedtoinvolve
somelevelofcognitiveprocessing.
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Theoralclozeandsentence-levelcompositiontasksadministeredinthisstudycanbe
regardedasanintermediarybetween(planned)focus-on-form andfocus-on-formS.Theywere
intendedtodrawlearners・attentiontotargetformsinthereconstructiveprocesses,andthe
language-focused tasks were connected to the meaning-focused reading comprehensive
activitiesineachclasssession.However,theformswereprescribedandsomewhatintensively
enhancednotspontaneouslyprovided,noticed,orrespondedtoduringinteractionsand
participantsstrovetoachieveformalaccuracybyrepeatingtargetlexicalphrasesseveral
timesorrecycling thephrasesthatthey had justbeen exposed to,which entailed a
characteristicoffocus-on-formSinstruction.Therefore,thesetasksarereferredtoasform-
focusedtreatmentsinthispaper.
TimingforAdministeringForm-focusedTasks
NattingerandDeCarrico(1992),whoadvocatedinstructionoflexicalphrases,suggested
thateventhefocus-on-formSinstruction,whichisoftenconsideredtobeineffectivebecause
ofits failure to activate cognitive processing,can facilitate language acquisition by
kinestheticalyfamiliarizinglearnerswithnewgrammaticalforms.Theyobservedthat:
Thereisnothing wrong with memorizing someessentialchunks,especialy atthe
beginningstagesoflanguagelearning［...］Thechalengefortheteacherwouldbeto
usesuchdrilstoalow confidenceandfluency,yetnotoverdothem tothepointthat
theybecomemindlessexercise.(p.116)
Intheirperspective,form-focusedinstruction(evenifitisfocus-on-formS-oriented)canbe
effectivelyutilizedtopreparelearnersformoredifficultcommunicativeormeaning-focused
tasksinvolvingthetargetforms.
Ontheotherhand,Nunan(2004)andWilisandWilis(2007)arguedthatform-focused
tasksmightcontributetolanguageacquisitionwhenlearnershavealreadybeenexposedto
targetformsthroughmeaning-focusedactivities.MypositionleanstowardNunan・sand
WilisandWilis・observation,whichsupportstheideaofpolishingtheformsthathavebeen
atleastpartialylearnedthroughmeaning-focusedorcommunicativeactivities.However,
eitherapproachcanbemoreeffectivedependingonparticularlearningcontextsorindividual
learners・backgrounds,characteristics,orpreferences.Thepresentstudyfocusesonagroup
ofnon-majorEFLstudentsataJapaneseuniversity,whosegeneralacademicproficiencies
arevery high buttheirEnglish proficienciesarecomparatively lowerby thepertinent
university・sstandards.
ExampleCasesofForm-focusedTasksBeforeorAfterCommunicativeActivities
Thepresentstudy involvesform-focused language-enhancementtasksthatarenot
genuinelycommunicative.However,theeffectsofform-focusedtasksadministeredeither
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beforeoraftermoremeaning-focused(orcommunicative)taskscanbeilustratedbythe
folowingthreestudies.
JonesandHaywood・sstudy(2004)exemplifiestheprocedurethatengageslearnersinthe
meaning-focusedactivitiesfirstandtheninform-focusedactivitiesafterward.Theyexplored
an effectiveway toteach formulaicsequencestoundergraduateandgraduatestudents
enroled in an English-for-academic-purposes course atthe University ofNottingham
(treatmentgroup,n＝10;controlgroup,n＝11).Participantsfirstenroled in meaning-
focusedreadingactivities.Then,afterbeingfamiliarizedwiththetextthroughmeaning-
focusedreading,thetreatmentgroupreceivedafocus-on-form instruction:theoriginaltext
waspresentedagainwithformulaicsequencestypographicalyenhancedinbolditalics,and
theparticipantsengagedingap-filingexercisesandessaywriting.Theresultsshowedthat
theirawarenessofformulaicsequencesimproved,butnoevidencewasproducedthattheir
abilitytoretrieveandusethetargetphraseshadimproved.
Asanexampleofaprogram thatintroducedform-focusedactivitiesfirst,Hagerand
Lyman-Hager (2004)reported on a two-week in situ internship program that The
PennsylvaniaStateUniversityandtheUniversityofArtoishadjointlysetupforAmerican
engineeringstudentspreparingtoengageinbi-nationalbusinessprojects.Inthisspecial
program inFrance,theparticipantswerepresentedwithusefulexpressionsfirst(focus-on-
formS)andthenengagedinoutside-of-classtaskstopracticeusingthem (i.e.,meaning-
focusedcommunicativetasks)next.(Iacknowledgethattheprogram inFrancediffersfrom
thepresentstudyinthatform-focusedtaskswerefolowedbycommunicativespeaking
activities,notreadingcomprehensionactivities.Nonetheless,themajorpointisthateach
training session began with form-focused tasks.)First,the participants learned and
rehearsed using survivalexpressions in the classroom:two instructors predicted the
expressionsthattheywouldhavetouse(e.g.,findingoutabouttransportation,purchasing
foodortoiletries)andtailoredthelessonstotheirneeds.Then,theparticipantsmovedina
van to differentlocations and practiced using usefulexpressions in various real-life
communicative situations.It must be noticed,however,that,back in the van,the
participantsdebriefedtheexpressionstheyhadusedorthecommunicativepurposesthey
hadfailedtoaccomplish,andtheinstructorsorotherstudentsofferedfeedback,whichwas
aform-focusedactivity.Inthissense,thetaskcyclecanalsoberegardedasalternation
betweenform-focusedandmeaning-focusedactivities.
Macias(2004)reportedonaSpanish-for-academic-purposesprogram atHartnelColege
inSalinas,California,whichwasmoreclearlyintendedasacyclicprocess.Theparticipants
wereinvolvedinform-focusedandmeaning-focusedtasksalternatelyandrepeatedly.They
startedwithasimplecommunicativetask(notform-focused)usingexpressionsoftheirown
choice.Then,theywereprovidedwithbasicsentencesandsyntacticrulesandpracticedusing
theforms.Atthefolowingclasssession,learnersreviewedthelearnedforms,forexample,
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byintroducingthemselvesbyusingbasicsentencestructures,readbasicreadingmaterials
forchildren,anddiscussedtheissuescoveredinreadingactivities.Theyfinishedthelesson
with communicativeactivities,and,atthefolowing session,thevocabulary itemsand
grammaticalruleswerereviewed beforeanew conceptorthemewasintroduced.The
instructionalcyclebegan with communicative,meaning-focusedtasks,but,subsequently,
form-focusedandmeaning-focusedtaskswereadministeredalternately.
ResearchQuestions
Thefolowingtworesearchquestionsguidedthepresentstudy.
ResearchQuestion1:Doform-focusedlanguage-enhancementtasksfacilitateparticipants・
acquisitionofusefullexicalphrasesinthecontextofreadingcomprehensionlessons?
Research Question 2:Do participantslearn morelexicalphrasesfrom thelanguage-
enhancementtasksadministeredbeforemeaning-focusedreadingcomprehensionactivities,
ordotheybenefitmorefrom thesametasksadministeredafterreadingactivities?
Method
Participants
ParticipantswereenroledinoneofthemostprestigiousprivateuniversitiesinJapan,
andtheirgeneralacademicproficiencieswereveryhighasevidencedbythefactthatthey
had won admission totheschool.On theotherhand,thepertinentEFL coursewas
classifiedasanintroductory(orbeginning-level)EFLcoursebasedontheplacementtest
thatthedepartmentadministeredpriortocourseregistration.Theplacementtestscores
theyattainedwereequivalentto365-555TOEIC scores.TheEFLcoursethattheytook,
labeled asBasic-LevelEnglish:NewsReading,wasoffered totwodifferentgroupsof
students,scheduledfortwodifferentclassperiodsonthesamedayofweek.Oneclasshad
39students,andtheother42;thetotalnumberofparticipantswas81.Theresearchstudy
wasconductedonthesetwointactclasses.Theentireparticipantgroupincluded53first-
yearstudents,8second-yearstudents,10third-yearstudents,and10fourth-yearstudents.
Sixty-nineofthem weremale,and12werefemale.
TheparticipantshadstudiedEnglishatJapanesejuniorhighschoolsandhighschools
foratotalofsixyears;somehadspentoneortwoadditionalyearstakinghigh-school-level
Englishcoursesatpreparatoryschoolsforentranceexaminations.TheirEFLlearningin
middleschools(andpreparatoryschools)hadbeenheavilyorientedtowardtheGrammar-
TranslationMethod,designedmainlytoimprovetheirreadingcomprehensionandgrammar-
analysisskilsandtoexpandtheirvocabularyofliteraryEnglish.Veryfew hadreceived
trainingstospeakorwriteEnglishforcommunicativepurposes.Alparticipantswerenon-
English-majors,majoring,instead,in Japanese literature,pedagogicalsciences,social
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sciences,culturalsciences,biology,mathematics,orhistoryandgeography.
Materials
ThemaintextbookusedinthespringwasNewIssuesforGlobalChangeandChalenges
(Hirota& Balsamo,2006).Theessaysinthetextbook,journalisticinstyle,werecarefuly
editedforEFLlearners・useandincludedabalancedcombinationoftopics.Ontheother
hand,theessayswerebasedon newsreportsin thepastandtendedtobeoutdated.
Therefore,additionalnewspaperarticlesonrecentsocialeventsweredistributedintheform
ofXeroxedmaterials.However,theanalysisoflexical-phraseacquisitionwasbasedonlyon
theirreadingofthetextbookunitsthatwereregulatedintermsoflength,style,and
difficulty.Participantswereinstructedtoreadthetextbookbeforecomingtotheclass,but
theteacher・sobservationinthepastyearsindicatedthatfewreadthetextbookunitsvery
carefulybeforecomingtoclass.Consequently,whenform-focusedinstructionwasconducted
atthebeginningofaclass,formanyparticipants,itwastheirfirstoccasiontopayclose
attentiontothetargetlexicalphrases.
InstructionalTreatments
Themajorportionofclasstimewasspentonmeaning-focusedreadingcomprehension
activities.Theteacherprovidedthesameinstructiontothetwogroupsofstudentsusing
exactlythesamematerials.Themeaning-focusedreadingcomprehensionpracticeinvolved
skimmingovertheassignedessay,ornewsarticle,forthedayandansweringcomprehension
questions.Theteachercaledonsomeparticipantstointerpretthesemanticandpragmatic
meaningsofcertainpartsofanassignedreadingand,whenevernecessary,explainedthe
lexicalitemsorsyntacticstructuresthattheparticipantshadtroubleunderstanding.Word-
by-wordtranslationofindividualsentencesorparagraphswasavoidedasmuchaspossible.
Inadditiontothereadingcomprehensionactivities,theparticipantsengagedintwo
typesofform-focused language-enhancementtasks,which wereintended todraw their
attentiontousefullexicalphrasesandguidethem torememberandusesomeofthem.The
firstlanguage-enhancementtaskwasanoralclozeusingPowerPoint,modeledonblackboard
reproduction (Nation,1974)or progressive deletion (Wilis & Wilis,2007).A set of
PowerPointslideswereprepared.Thefirstslidepresentedasentencethatconveyedamajor
pointinthetextbookunitthattheyreadandwasembeddedwithlexicalphrases.Thetarget
lexicalphraseswerehighlighted in bold,and difficultsyntacticorlexicalitemswere
explainedifnecessary.Onthesecondandthirdslides,partsofthetargetlexicalphrases
weredeleted,and,onthefourthslide,theentirelexicalphrasesandsometimesafew
additionalcontentwordsinthesamesentenceweredeleted.Theparticipantsendeavoredto
reconstructtheoriginalsentence.Thefolowingisanexampleofasetofslidesusedforthis
task.
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Slide1:Englishisnow thelinguafrancaoftheworld.Ithasbecomethelanguageof
businessandtravelandthekeytojobadvancementandsecurity.
Slide2:Englishisnow thelinguafrancaoftheworld.Ithasbecomethelanguageof
businessandtravelandthe( )( )jobadvancementandsecurity.
Slide3:Englishisnow thelingua()oftheworld.Ithasbecomethelanguageof
businessandtravelandthe( )( )jobadvancementandsecurity.
Slide4:Englishisnowthe( )()oftheworld.Ithasbecomethelanguageofbusiness
andtraveland( )( )( )job()andsecurity.
In thissentence,thekey towasthemajortargetlexicalphrase,underlined and
highlightedinbold.Linguafrancaandjobadvancementwereadditionalphrases,partsof
whichwerealsodeletedonthethirdandfourthslidesforaremember-and-retrievetask.
ManyofthesentencesdisplayedonthePowerPointscreencontainedonelexicalphrase
whereassomecontainedtwoormore.
Thesecondform-focusedtaskwastotranslateaJapanesesentenceintoEnglish.Itwas
apartial-translationtask:i.e.,partsofeachtargetEnglishsentencewereprovidedashints.
Participantsneededtouseoneofthelexicalphrasestheyhadlearned,orwouldlearn,
duringtheday・slessontocompletethistranslationtask,andtheywereaskedtowriteit
onasuppliedsheetofpaperandsubmitittotheteacher.Thecompositiontaskguided
participantstomapatargetform onitssemanticfunction.
Theprocedureforthepartial-translationtaskwasasfolows.Theteacherdisplayed,on
thebigscreen,aJapanesesentenceandanequivalentEnglishsentencemissingthetarget
lexicalphraseandseveralotherwords.Theparticipantsfiledintheblanksandreproduced
theEnglishsentenceonasuppliedanswersheet.Then,theyexchangedtheiranswersheets
withtheirneighborsandcorrectedeachother・smistakesreferringtothefeedbackthatthe
teachersubsequentlydisplayedonthescreen.Itwasannouncedatthebeginningofthe
semesterthatthisin-classwritingwaspartoftheirpracticetolearnlexicalphrases,and
thescoresonthistaskwouldnotaffecttheirfinalgrades.However,thesubmissionofthe
on-the-spotcompositionwasbelievedtopressurethem totakeonthetaskseriously.
Thefirstgroupengagedintheform-focusedtasksattheendofodd-numberedclass
sessionsandatthebeginningofeven-numberedsessions.Thesecondgroupengagedinthe
sameform-focusedtasksatthebeginningofodd-numberedsessionsandattheendofeven-
numberedsessions.Thecontentsofthelessonswerethuscounterbalanced.Whenform-
focusedtaskswereadministeredatthebeginning,theparticipants(i.e.,exceptforthefew
diligentoneswhohadcarefulyreadthetextbookathome)hadnotbeenexposedtothe
target lexicalphrases.At the class sessions in which the form-focused tasks were
administeredattheend,alparticipantshadbeenexposedtothephrasesthroughreading
activities.
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Assessment
A pretest,three mid-term quizzes,and a finaltestwere conducted to measure
participants・knowledgeoflexicalphrases.Thepretestmeasured theparticipants・base
knowledgeoflexicalphrasesbeforereceivinganyinstruction.Thethreemid-term quizzes
assessedtheirlearningofdifferentlexicalphrasesatdifferenttimeperiodsduringthe
semester;themeansofthesetestswerebelievedtoreflecttheirshort-term retentionof
targetlexicalphrases.Thefinaltestwasadministeredtwoweeksafterthelastmid-term
quiz,andtheresultsmightreflecttheirlong-term retentionofphrases,althoughthelapse
oftimeafterthelastclasssessionwasnotverylong.Thepretestandthefinaltestincluded
thesamequestionitems,andthemid-term quizzesweresmalpartsofthepretestorfinal
test.However,theorderofquestionswaschangedforeachtest,andthefinaltestcontained
afew non-targetitemstopreventanytestingeffect.Eachofthethreetestsincludedtwo
sections:(a)amultiple-choicesectionthatrequiredparticipantstochooseoneoutofthe
threealternativesaspartofthetargetlexicalphraseand(b)asentencecompletionsection
thatrequiredparticipantstofilintheblankswithanappropriatelexicalphrasebasedon
anequivalentJapanesephraseprovidedasahint.Thesecondsectionwasintendedtobe
moredifficult.
Again,thetwointactclasses(enroledintwocoursesadministeredduringconsecutive
classperiods)studiedthesametextbookandmaterialsandwereexposedtothesamelexical
items,buttheyengagedintheform-focusedlanguage-enhancementtaskatthebeginningor
attheendofaclassalternately.Theeffectivenessofthetwotreatmentswasevaluatedby
administering a two-way repeated-measures ANOVA.Within-subjects comparison was
conducted,insteadofbetween-subjectscomparison,inordertoadjusttheEnglishabilitiesof
thetwointactclassesandalsototreatalstudentsfairlyfrom aneducationalandethical
pointofview.
Additionaly,theparticipantswereaskedtoindicatetheirpersonalpreferenceforeither
treatmentintheform ofaninformalsurveyattheendofthesemester.Theiranswerswere
counted,andachi-squaretestwasconductedtomeasurethedegreeofstatisticalsignificance.
Thelevelofsignificanceforalstatisticaltestswassetat・＝0.05.
Results
Multiple-choiceTestResults
Priortotheadministrationofatwo-wayrepeated-measuresANOVA,theparticipants・
multiple-choicescoresonthepretest,mid-term quizzes,andfinaltestweretransformedinto
Raschdigits,usingthedichotomousRaschmodel(Bond& Fox,2007).Raschmeasuresare
moreusefulforaccuratestatisticalmeasurementthanraw scoresbecausetheyareequal-
intervalmeasuresthatarederived from theprobabilisticrelationshipsbetween person
abilitiesanditem difficulties.
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TheRasch analysesindicatedthattheperson separation was0.77,andtheperson
reliabilitywas0.37;bothwereratherlow,whichmaybeattributabletothefactthatthe
participants,enroledinthebeginning-levelEFLcourseatthesameuniversity,weresimilar
inEnglishproficiency.Theitem separationwas4.28,whichwasmuchhigherthanthe
criterionpointof2.0,andtheitem reliabilitywas0.95,alsoabovethecriterionpointof0.90.
TheRaschpersonmeasureswereconvertedtoresponseprobabilityunits(CHIPS).This
lineartransformationmeantthattheaveragepersonmeasurewassetat50,andthehighest
andlowestpossiblescoreswererespectively 80and20.ThefinalN-sizeforstatistical
analyseswas65.Table1displaysthedescriptivestatisticsforthemultiple-choicetests.
Then,atwo-waywithin-subjectsANOVAwasconductedusingtheseconvertedscoresto
evaluatetheeffectsoftreatmentandtestontheparticipants・acquisitionoftargetlexical
phrases.Thewithin-subjectsfactorsweretreatmentwithtwolevels(language-enhancement
atthebeginningorattheend)andtestwiththreelevels(pretest,mid-term quizzes,and
finaltest).Thedependentvariablesweretheparticipants・scoresonthethreetestsafter
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Table1.DescriptiveStatisticsforMultiple-choiceTests
Beginning End
Pretest M 49.54 49.98
95％CI LowerBound 48.55 48.97
UpperBound 50.53 50.98
SD 3.99 4.06
Skewness －0.21 －0.45
SES 0.30 0.30
Kurtosis －0.28 0.37
SEK 0.59 0.59
Mid-term Quizzes M 54.22 54.73
95％CI LowerBound 53.19 53.40
UpperBound 55.25 56.06
SD 4.15 5.38
Skewness 0.84 0.39
SES 0.30 0.30
Kurtosis 1.39 －0.47
SEK 0.59 0.59
FinalTest M 60.88 61.38
95％CI LowerBound 59.42 60.03
UpperBound 62.33 62.73
SD 5.86 5.46
Skewness －0.36 －0.44
SES 0.30 0.30
Kurtosis －0.98 －0.89
SEK 0.59 0.59
Note.N＝65.
eachtreatment.
Mauchly・sSphericityTestindicatedthattheassumptionofsphericitywasnotmet
eitherforthetestfactor,W＝0.87,p＝0.01,orforthetreatmentxtestinteraction,W＝0.90,
p＝0.04.Consequently,theGreenhouse-Geisserstatisticswasreferredtointheinterpretation
ofANOVA results.Thesphericityassumptiondidnotapplytothetreatmentfactorthat
hadonlytwolevels.
Thetimemaineffectandthetimextreatmentinteractioneffectweretestedusingthe
multivariatecriterionofWilks・slambda(Λ).Thetestmaineffectwassignificant,Λ＝0.20,
F(2,63)＝127.54,p＝0.001,・
2
＝0.80,butthetestx treatmentinteraction effectwasnot
significant,Λ＝1.00,F(2,63)＝0.01,p＝0.99,・
2
＝0.00.
Likewise,theresultsoftheunivariatetest(seeTable2)showedthatthetestmaineffect
wassignificant,F(1.76,112.91)＝172.02,p＝0.001,・
2
＝0.73,butthetreatmentmaineffectwas
notsignificant,F(1,64)＝1.57,p＝0.22,・
2
＝0.02,suggesting thatthe timing for the
administrationoflanguage-enhancementtasks(i.e.,eitheratthebeginningorattheendof
alesson)didnothaveanysignificantinfluenceonlearners・acquisitionoflexicalphrases.
Thetreatmentxtimeinteractioneffectwasnotsignificant,F(1.82,116.31)＝0.01,p＝0.99,
・
2
＝0.00.
Inordertofolowupthesignificanttestmaineffect,themeansforthethreetestswere
computed,andthreepaired-samplest-testswereconducted.Holm・ssequentialBonferroni
approachwasusedtocontrolforfamilywiseerrorrateacrossthesetests.Themeanfor
Test3(M＝61.13,SD＝0.64)wassignificantlyhigherthanthatforTest1(M＝49.76,SD
＝0.40),t(64)＝16.07,p＝0.001,d＝22.18,themean forTest2(M＝54.48,SD＝0.48)was
significantlyhigherthanthatforTest1,t(64)＝9.25,p＝0.001,d＝9.18,andthemeanfor
Test3wassignificantlyhigherthanthatforTest2,t(64)＝10.82,p＝0.001,d＝13.54.The
d-valuesindicatedthattheeffectsizeswerevery large.Thatis,thescores,foreither
treatment,improvedprogressivelyfrom thepretesttothemid-term quizzestothefinaltest.
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Table2.UnivariateTestResultsoftheTwo-wayRepeated-measuresANOVA
(Multiple-choiceTests)
Effect df SS MS F p ・
2
Treatment 1 22.75 22.75 1.57 0.22 0.02
Residual 64 928.94 14.51
Test 1.76 8483.96 4809.10 172.02 0.001 0.73
Residual 112.91 3156.46 27.96
TreatmentxTest 1.82 0.11 0.06 0.01 0.99 0.00
Residual 116.31 1528.47 13.14
Note.・＝0.05.
SentenceCompletionTestResults
Theparticipants・sentencecompletiontestscoresforthepre-test,mid-term quizzes,and
thefinaltestwerefirsttransformedintoRaschdigits,usingthepartial-creditRaschmodel
(Bond& Fox,2007).Thepersonseparationwas1.41,andthepersonreliabilitywas0.67;
neitherreachedthedesirablelevelof2.00or0.90.Theitem separationwas9.89,andtheitem
reliabilitywas0.99,whichwerebothveryhigh.Asintheanalysisofmultiple-choicetest
scores,theRaschdigitswereconvertedtoresponseprobabilityunits.ThefinalN-sizefor
statisticalanalyseswas66.Table3displaysthedescriptivestatisticsforthesentence
completiontests.
Themeansforthetwotreatments(i.e.,language-enhancementeitheratthebeginning
orattheendofalesson)wereverysimilarateachofthethreetests.Ontheotherhand,
themeanforeachtreatmentincreasedfrom thepretesttothemid-term quizzestothefinal
testtoanoticeabledegree.
Then,atwo-way within-subjectsANOVA wasconductedtoevaluatetheeffectsof
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Table3.DescriptiveStatisticsforSentenceCompletionTests
Beginning End
Pretest M 43.08 43.08
95％CI LowerBound 41.46 41.51
UpperBound 44.70 44.65
SD 6.59 6.39
Skewness －0.22 －0.70
SES 0.29 0.29
Kurtosis －0.05 0.98
SEK 0.58 0.58
Mid-Term M 50.24 51.24
95％CI LowerBound 48.30 49.51
UpperBound 52.18 52.98
SD 7.88 7.06
Skewness －0.84 －0.15
SES 0.29 0.29
Kurtosis 1.39 0.84
SEK 0.58 0.58
FinalTest M 62.94 62.84
95％CI LowerBound 61.31 61.28
UpperBound 64.56 64.40
SD 6.62 6.35
Skewness －0.10 0.18
SES 0.29 0.29
Kurtosis －0.66 －1.17
SEK 0.58 0.58
Note.N＝66.
treatmentandtestontheparticipants・acquisitionoftargetlexicalphrases.Thewithin-
subjectsfactorsweretreatmentwithtwolevels(language-enhancementatthebeginningor
attheend)and testwith threelevels(pretest,mid-term quizzes,and finaltest).The
dependentvariablesweretheparticipants・scoresonthethreetestsforeachtreatment.
Mauchly・sSphericityTestresultsshowedthattheassumptionofsphericitywasmetfor
both thetestfactor(W＝0.99,p＝0.79)andthetextx treatmentinteraction (W＝0.93,
p＝0.11).
Themultivariatetestresultsshowedthatthetestmaineffectwassignificant,Λ＝0.09,
F(2,64)＝310.49,p＝0.001,・
2
＝0.91.Ontheotherhand,thetreatmentxtestinteractionwas
notsignificant,Λ＝0.98,F(2,64)＝0.56,p＝0.57,・
2
＝0.02.
Theunivariatetestresults(seeTable4)alsoshowedthatthetestmaineffectwas
significant,F(2,130)＝296.28,p＝0.001,・
2
＝0.82.The treatment main effect was not
significant,F(1,65)＝0.34,p＝0.56,・
2
＝0.01,andthetreatmentxtestinteractionwasnot
significant,F(2,130)＝0.49,p＝0.62,・
2
＝0.01,either.
Inordertofolowupthemaintesteffect,themeansforthethreetestswerecomputed,
andthreepaired-samplest-testswereconducted.Holm・ssequentialBonferroniapproachwas
usedtocontrolforfamilywiseerrorrateacrossthesetests.ThemeanforTest3(M＝62.89,
SD＝0.72)wassignificantlyhigherthanthemeanforTest1(M＝43.03,SD＝0.60),t(65)＝25.04,
p＝0.001,d＝29.88,themeanforTest2(M＝50.74,SD＝0.82)wassignificantlyhigherthan
themeanforTest1,t(65)＝9.36,p＝0.001,d＝10.66,andthemeanforTest3wassignificantly
higherthanthemeanforTest2,t(65)＝14.27,p＝0.001,d＝15.73.Theparticipants・scoreson
thesentencecompletiontestimprovedsignificantlyfrom thepretesttothemid-term quizzes
tothefinaltest.
Chi-squareTestResults
Aquestionitem inthequestionnairesurveyconductedattheendofthesemesterasked
theparticipantswhethertheypreferredtoengageintheform-focusedlanguage-enhancement
tasksatthebeginningofaclasssession(i.e.,beforereadingcomprehensionactivities)orat
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Table4.UnivariateTestResultsoftheTwo-wayRepeated-measuresANOVA
(SentenceCompletionTests)
Effect df SS MS F p ・
2
Test 2 26329.62 13164.81 296.28 0.001 0.82
Residual 130 5776.31 44.43
Treatment 1 9.03 9.03 0.34 0.56 0.01
Residual 65 1748.91 26.91
TestxTreatment 2 24.49 12.25 0.49 0.62 0.01
Residual 130 3270.07 25.15
Note.・＝0.05.
theend.Outofthe81students,30indicatedthattheypreferredtohavelanguage-enhancement
atthebeginning,and33preferredthetreatmentattheend;interestingly,theirpreferences
werealmostevenlydivided.Seventeengavenoanswer,eitherhavingnopreferenceorsimply
beingoblivioustothequestion,whereasoneparticipantexpresslyindicatedthathe/she
preferredtohaveitalternatelyatthebeginningandattheendofasession.
Aone-waychi-squaretestwasconductedtoassessthedegreeofstatisticalsignificance.
Theresultofthetestwassignificant,χ
2
(3,N＝81)＝31.54,p＝0.001.Inordertofolowupthe
significanteffect,sixpairwisecomparisonswereconducted;theresultsareshowninTable
5.Itwasnotsurprisingthatthereweresignificantdifferencesbetweenalternation(the
observedfrequencyofwhichwasonlyone),ontheonehandandbefore(30),after(33),and
noresponse(17)ontheother.However,therewasnosignificantdifferencebetweenthe
portionsofpeoplewhopreferredthetreatmentatthebeginningandthosepreferredthe
treatmentattheend,χ
2
(1,N＝63)＝0.14,p＝0.71.
Discussion
Thefirstresearchquestionwas:Doform-focusedlanguage-enhancementtasksfacilitate
participants・acquisitionofusefullexicalphrasesinthecontextofreadingcomprehension
lessons?Thestatisticalresultsindicatedthattherewasasignificantprogressfrom the
pretesttothemid-term quizzesandtothefinaltest.Thus,itissafetoassumethattheoral
clozeandsimplecompositiontaskscontributedtotheparticipants・acquisitionoftarget
lexicalphrases.Asacknowledgedatthebeginningofthispaper,thesetasksarenotofa
communicativetype,althoughdesignedtoinducesomecognitiveprocessing.Thetasksare
simplydesignedtohelpparticipantsrememberandretrieveusefullexicalchunks,butit
mustbenotedagainthatalargestockofusefullexicalphraseshelpsEFL/ESLlearners
carryoutcommunicativeinteractions(Elis,2005;Wray,2002).
Inthepertinentresearchcontext,thefinal-testresultsshouldbeinterpretedasthe
accumulationoflexicalknowledgeduetotheirrepeatedexposuretothetargetformsover
time,notacarry-overeffectofthetreatmentaftertheinstructionaltreatmentended.As
partofthestatisticalmeasurement,anarrangementwasmadetopreventtestingeffects.
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Table5.ResultsoftheFollow-upChi-squareTests
χ
2 p
Beforevs.After 0.14 0.71
Beforevs.NoResponse 3.6 0.06
NoResponsevs.After 5.12 0.2
Beforevs.Alternation 27.13 0.001
NoResponsevs.Alternation 14.22 0.001
Aftervs.Alternation 30.12 0.001
Note.df＝1;・＝0.05.
However,beingexposedtothesameformsthroughtasksandtests,theparticipantsmight
haveconsolidatedtheirmemoryoftargetphrasestowardtheendofthesemester.Their
mid-term quizzeswerereturnedtotheparticipantsbeforethefinaltest,andtheyhada
chancetoreview thelexicalphrasesthattheyhadlearnedduringthesemester.Itmight
havenotbeenanidealconditionforstatisticalassessment,butitisanecessarypartofthe
educationaltreatment.Theparticipantshadtherighttohavetheearlierquizzesortests
back asfeedback,andthey hadbeen informedatthebeginning ofthesemesterthat,
whereasthequizzeswerepartoftheirlearningprocedureandwouldnotaffecttheirgrades,
theirfinaltestscoreswoulddo.
Thesecondresearchquestionwas:Doparticipantslearnmorelexicalphrasesfrom the
language-enhancementtasksadministered beforemeaning-focused reading comprehension
activities,ordotheybenefitmorefrom thesametasksadministeredafterreadingactivities?
Thestatisticaltestresultssuggestedthatthetimingfortheadministrationofform-focused
instruction did not influence their learning of lexicalphrases.At each test,their
performance was practicaly the same whether they engaged in the oralcloze and
composition tasksbeforeorafterreading activities.Furthermore,practicaly theequal
proportionsofstudentsindicated theirpreferenceto receivethelanguage-enhancement
treatmentatthebeginningortheendofalesson.Neithertasksequenceappealedtothe
majorityofstudents.
Oneinterpretationisthatthelanguage-enhancementtaskswerenotsubstantialenough
toinfluenceparticipants・learningoflexicalphrasesorthatthesetasks,whichdidnot
involveinterpersonalinteractions,higher-levelcognitiveprocessing,orcreativelanguageuse,
werenotadequateorappropriate.However,anotherpossibleinterpretationisthatboth
treatments(i.e.,language-enhancementbeforereading orafterreading)had theirown
positiveeffectsand,whenmeasuredstatisticaly,canceledoutthegainsandlosses.The
latterpositioncanbe,atleastpartialy,supportedbythefactthatsomeparticipantsgave
positivecommentsononetreatmentandothersreactedpositivelytotheother.Forexample,
fouroftheparticipantswho indicated theirpreferenceforthelanguage-enhancement
treatmentatthebeginningspecificalystatedthatitwashelpfultoknow whatthemajor
targetlinguisticpointswerebeforeengaginginthemeaning-focusedactivities.Threeothers
voluntarilyofferedpositivecommentsforthesametreatment.Ontheotherhand,fourof
theparticipantswhopreferredthetreatmentattheendobservedthattheycouldunderstand
themeaningsofthelexicalphrasesbetterafterbeingexposedtothem incontext,andsix
indicatedthattheycouldmemorizetargetlexicalphrasesmoreeasilyafterfindingthem in
context.Theirobservationsresonatewith Nunan・s(2004)andWilisandWilis・s(2007)
position.Five others voluntarily offered positive comments for the latter treatment.
Furthermore,asmentionedin theresultssection,oneparticipantexplicitly wrotethat
he/shepreferredtohaveitalternatelyatthebeginningandattheendofasessiondespite
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thefactthatsuchananswerhadnotbeenprovidedasaprescribedalternativeinthe
questionnaire.
Ifthesecondinterpretation(i.e.,bothtreatmentshavepositiveeffects)holdstrue,the
safestpedagogicalarrangementistousethetwotreatmentsalternatelyor,asHagerand
Lyman-Hager・s(2004)andMacias・s(2004)reportssuggested,tointegratetheform-focused
and meaning-focused (orcommunicative)taskscyclicaly within thesameEFL course.
However,thereisnodoubtthatthesameissueneedstobefurtherprobed through
replicationstudieswithdifferentparticipantsengagedindifferentlanguage-enhancementor
communicativeform-focusedactivities.
Conclusion
Theresultsofthepresentstudysuggestedthatformed-focusedlanguage-enhancement
taskswouldfacilitateJapaneseEFLuniversitystudents・acquisitionoflexicalphrasesinthe
contextofreading comprehension lessons.However,theeffectivenessofthelanguage-
enhancementtasksusedinthisstudyoralclozeandsentence-levelcompositiondidnot
differdependingonwhethertheywereadministeredbeforeorafterthemeaning-focused
readingcomprehensionactivities.Nodecisiveevidencewasfoundtoindicatethattheseform-
focusedtasks,somewhatfocus-on-formS-oriented,canbetterbeutilizedtoprepareJapanese
non-majorEFLstudentsformoremeaning-focusedactivitiesorforfine-tuningtheforms
withwhichtheyhavealreadybeenfamiliarized.
Itisacknowledgedthattheform-focusedtasksadministeredandevaluatedwerelimited
tothememorizationandretrievalofphrasesinsentence-orparagraph-levelcontexts.For
futurestudies,itwilbeworthwhiletoobserveandanalyzetheperformanceoflearners
engagedinmorecommunicativetasksinwhichtheyneedtochoosetheirownwordsand
expressionstoexpresstheirideasortodealwithreal-lifelinguisticsituations.Analysisof
theirlanguageuseininterpersonalcommunicationwouldbemoredifficultandcomplicated,
butitispedagogicalymoremeaningfulinthatparticipantshavechancestonoticethegaps
betweentheiroutputandnative-liketargetformsmoreclearly.
Regardingthematerialsforreadingtasks,replicationstudiesshouldbeconductedon
students・readingofup-to-datenewspaperarticlesdistributedinclass,insteadofessaysin
thetextbookpublishedseveralyearsbefore.Ifthenewsareup-to-dateandmoreclosely
relatedtotheirdailyconcerns,theirmotivationtounderstandthereadingsislikelytobe
higher,whichisanimportantconditionformeaning-focusedreadingactivities.Theymaybe
motivatedtolearnlexicalphrases,oranyothertargetlinguisticforms,thatareneededto
describetheissues,ideas,oreventsoftheirconcern.
Evaluating therelationshipsbetween learners・individualproficienciesorlanguage-
learningexperiencesandtheiracquisitionoflexicalphrasesisyetanotherissuetobedealt
withinfuturestudies.ThisstudyonlyobservedacaseatoneJapaneseuniversity,but
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comparison between different student groups with clearly different proficiencies and
characteristicsmightshedlightontheprocessbywhichJapaneseEFLlearnersmayacquire
lexicalphrasesorlexicalitemsingeneral.
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